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Now  Is  Time  To  Win  Strong 
Rent  Control  &  Save  Housing 

As  we  stressed  in  last  Winter's  issue  of  TENANT  TIMES,  1983  is  the  year  to  win  vacancy 
control  (the  limiting  of  rent  increases  on  vacant  units)  to  maintain  what's  left  of  San 
Francisco's  affordable  rental  housing  and  to  put  an  end  to  unjust  and  arbitrary  evictions. 

The  time  has  now  come  for  tenants  to  organize  around  this  issue  and  lobby  City  Hal 1  to 
approve  this  most  critically  needed  reform  of  our  city's  rent  law.  In  addition  to  the 
placing  of  a  10%  cap  on  vacant  units,  the  annual  7%  increase  on  occupied  rentals  will  be 
reduced  to  no  more  than  4%,  if  we  are  successful. 

The  recently  formed  San  Francisco  Housing  and  Tenants  Council  (see  accompanying  article) 
is  coordinating  the  battle  to  adopt  the  "4  &  10"  proposal.  Dozens  of  organizations 
representing  tenants,  churches,  labor  and  neighborhood  concerns  have  been  contacted  to 
support  this  position.  Thousands  of  postcards  are  being  circulated  citywide  as  one 
method  of  exerting  pressure  on  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  Mayor  Feinstein  to  approve 
this  legislation,  sponsored  by  Harry  Britt.  In  addition,  personal  letters  and  phone  calls 
to  City  Hall  are  needed,  especially  from  victims  of  the  current  law's  ineffectiveness. 


On  WEDNESDAY ,  OCTOBER  26,  beginning  at  2PM  in  the  Supervisors' 
Chambers  at  City  Hall,  a  special  public  hearing  will  be  held  by 
the  Planning,  Housing  and  Development  Committee.  This  will  be  the 
only  place  to  present  public  testimony.  It's  essential  that  we 
convince  City  Hall  of  widespread  support  at  this  session  —  please 
make  a  point  to  attend  and  speak  out.  If  you  work  at  that  time, 
come  afterwards  —  and  wear  your  SFTU  button! 


At  the  Tenants  Union,  we  have  been  astounded  by  the  increasing  number  of  evictions  we're 
seeing  —  many  of  which  are  based  on  30-day  notices  citing  owner/family  move-in,  renova¬ 
tions  and  (in  1983)  violation  of  lease  covenant.  This  latter  reason  seems  to  have 
become  the  most  popular  of  the  just  causes  since  the  November  1982  amendments  which 
tightened  up  the  former  scams.  With  not-so-surprising  regularity,  the  targeted  tenants 
tend  to  be  long-time  occupants  who  pay  a  low  or  moderate  rent.  More  recent  arrivals  are 
overlooked  by  landlords  when  handing  out  the  eviction  notices. 

We  have  been  researching  records  at  Municipal  and  Small  Claims  Courts  in  recent  months 
trying  to  determine  the  severity  of  the  eviction  epidemic.  A  count  of  all  unlawful 
detainer  cases  filed  in  Municipal  Court  since  January  1980  reveals  a  steady  increase  with 
one  eccentric  exception.  In  1980,  5241  UD's  were  filed;  in  1981,  5340;  in  1982,  4909. 

The  apparent  reasons  for  the  drop  last  year  were  the  continued  slowdown  in  the  real 
estate  market  (fewer  sales  mean  fewer  evictions),  confusion  of  landlords  in  understanding 
the  changes  in  the  law,  and  the  significant  decline  in  December  evictions  might  be  based 
on  sympathy/guilt  from  media  revelations  about  the  heatless  and  homeless.  Unfortunately, 
things  returned  to  normal  in  1983  —  in  fact,  worse.  The  first  six  months  total  2889  UD's 
filed,  making  this  year  likely  to  set  the  displacement  record  in  San  Francisco  history. 

As  many  of  you  know  all  too  well,  there  are  thousands  of  additional  evictions  that  go 
uncounted  because  many  tenants  simply  move  following  receipt  of  the  landlord's  notice. 
These  are  "invisible"  evictions,  as  are  those  when  people  vanish  after  harrassment , 
lockout,  fire,  or  massive  rent  increases.  Although  statistics  are  not  available,  we 
believe  that  these  "invisible"  evictions  would  more  than  double  the  official  eviction 
count,  meaning  that  in  excess  of  10,000  households  a  year  are  displaced  from  their  homes. 
Multiplying  this  figure  by  2. 17 individuals  per  San  Francisco  household  (the  average  size 
according  to  the  1980  census),  a  minimum  of  21 ,000  people  are  forced  to  move  annually, 
most  of  whom  will  be  required  to  pay  more  rent  for  their  next  living  situation  if  they 
stay  in  San  Francisco. 


—  RENT  CONTROL  BATTLE  LOOMS  — 

We  believe  that  the  current  rent  law  has  prompted  landlords  to  evict  the  long-time  tenant 
so  the  rent  restrictions  could  be  bypassed.  It's  simply  too  profitable  to  evict  —  this 
incentive  must  be  abolished.  With  a  10%  cap  on  rent  increases  for  units  either  voluntarily 
vacated  or  "justly"  evicted,  it  is  expected  that  landlords  will  think  twice  when  consider¬ 
ing  the  potential  eviction.  Such  a  cap  would  also  slow  down  the  accelerated  pace  of  rent 
levels  for  recycled  rental  units. 

Limiting  the  rent  increases  for  newly  vacated  units  is  essential  to  preserve  affordable 
housing  in  San  Francisco.  Rents  have  increased  to  staggering  levels  (often  in  excess  of 
100%)  when  an  old  tenant  moves.  Whereas  the  average  (median)  rent  for  a  "market"  unit  in 
1978  was  $291 ,  today  it  is  $590.  It's  no  wonder  why  San  Franciscans  find  it  so  hard  to 
move! 

The  basis  for  reducing  the  annual  guideline  from  7%  to  4%  rests  with  the  realization  that 
inflation  (as  measured  by  the  CPI)  has  dramatically  decreased  since  the  double  digits  of 
1979-  It  must  be  understood  that  a  landlord's  operating  costs  subject  to  change  are  only 
40%  of  total  costs.  The  other  60%  represents  mortgage  payments  which  are  fixed. 

The  enforcement  of  vacancy  control  must  be  rigid  or  landlords  will  be  able  to  simply  ignore 
the  law.  The  registration  of  rents  charged  a  unit  at  a  given  time  and  subsequent  increases 
issued  would,  of  course,  be  the  most  effective  system.  However,  it  is  clear  from  discus¬ 
sions  with  supervisors  that  this  method  is  not  politically  feasible  at  this  time.  There¬ 
fore,  the  most  likely  enforcement  mechanism  will  be  a  strong  landlord  disclosure  rule, 
working  something  like  this:  A  landlord  must  inform  (under  penalty  of  perjury)  the  new 
tenant  of  the  former  resident's  rent.  If  the  new  tenant  discovers  that  the  landlord  lied, 
a  petition  could  be  filed  at  the  Rent  Board.  If  the  hearing  officer  verifies  the  illegal 
increase,  the  current  rent  would  be  rolled  back  to  the  previous  level  and  amounts  paid 
would  need  to  be  refunded.  There  would  also  be  potential  criminal  penalties  against  the 
landlord  in  the  unlikely  event  of  the  DA  prosecuting  a  landlord  —  action  as  rare  as  a 
timely  Muni  bus  arrival.  Nevertheless,  vacancy  control  would  be  established  and  most 
landlords  would  comply. 

Special  Hearing  City  Hall 

Wednesday,  October  26  -  2pm 

*  * 

*  A  PLEA  TO  ALL  TENANTS  —  We  have  often  said  that  working  together  * 

*  is  critical  to  fight  back  when  your  landlord  is  up  in  arms.  We've  * 

*  urged  tenants  to  lobby  City  Hall  before  on  other  issues  of  import  * 

*  to  affordable  housing.  We're  doing  it  once  again,  but  never  before  * 

*  has  it  been  as  essential  that  you  do  what  you  can.  This  fight  is  * 

*  the  toughest  one  tenants  have  faced  since  1979  when  we  first  won  * 


rent  stabilization.  NOW  is  the  time  for  real  rent  control!  Please  * 
help  and  pass  the  word  to  your  friends,  co-workers  and  neighbors.  * 


The  San  Francisco  Housing  and  Tenant's  Council,  formed  as  a  broad-based  coalition  of 
existing  housing  and  tenant's  groups  during  this  past  summer,  has  already  proven  to  be  a 
force  to  be  reckoned  with  in  city  and  statewide  housing  issues.  The  Council,  composed 
of  some  twenty  organizations  and  representing  literally  thousands  of  tenants  citywide, 
has  already  achieved  substantial  gains  for  tenants  in  San  Francisco.  Its  efforts  were 
instrumental  in  the  passage  of  an  ordinance  requiring  landlords  to  pay  5%  interest  per 
year  on  security  deposits  collected  from  their  tenants.  Pressure  from  the  SFH&TC  also 
resulted  in  switching  appeals  on  decisions  about  capital  inprovement  pass-throughs  from 
the  shamelessly  pro-landlord  Real  Estate  Department  to  the  somewhat  mare  equitable  Rent 
Stabilization  Board.  Ch  the  statewide  level,  the  SFH&TC  sent  busloads  of  tenants  to 
Sacramento  to  testify  against  SB259,  the  so-called  Traweek  Bill,  which  would  have 
seriously  undermined  San  Francisco's  limits  on  condominium  conversions.  The  outcome 
was  again  in  our  favor  as  the  bill  was  killed. 


l.OO) 


Rent  Law  Changes  Favor  Tenants 

Some  important  changes  to  the  San  Francisco  Rent  Law  went  into  effect 
on  July  1.  The  Rent  Board's  rules  governing  the  passthrough  of  increased 
operating  and  maintenance  expenses  have  been  amended  to  limit  the  landlord 
to  no  more  than  an  additional  7%  rise  of  base  rent  if  the  increase  in  ex¬ 
penses  over  the  prior  twelve  months  exceeds  the  annual  7%  rent  hike.  This 
means  that  a  landlord  may  not  obtain  more  than  a  14%  increase  even  if  the 
operating  costs  rise  at  a  faster  pace.  Compared  to  the  rules  in  effect 
prior  to  this  change,  this  format  is  simpler  and  more  equitable,  especially 
for  long-time  tenants  whose  rents  soared  upon  a  new  owner's  purchase. 

Another  major  rule  change,  approved  by  the  Board  after  strong  lobbying 
by  tenant  activists  (led  by  Affordable  Housing  Alliance  and  Old  St.  Mary's), 
affects  capital  improvement  passthroughs.  The  amortization  period  for  new 
appliances  and  fixtures,  carpeting  and  common-area  painting  has  been  raised 
from  five  to  seven  years,  thereby  spreading  the  cost  out  over  a  longer  time 
and  reducing  the  passthrough  amount.  In  addition,  no  longer  will  a  landlord 
be  able  to  just  pass  on  the  cost  of  replacing  an  appliance--from  now  on,  the 
cost  will  be  included  in  operating/maintenance  figures  (and  the  added  7%  cap 
will  apply) . 

Still  another  significant  amendment  with  unknown,  yet  suspectedly  great 
potential,  is  the  possible  disallowal  of  capital  improvement  passthroughs 
for  work  performed  "if  the  tenant  has  objected  in  writing  to  the  install¬ 
ation  unless  the  landlord  can  establish  that  the  existing  equipment,  fix¬ 
tures,  or  improvements  need  replacement  for  reasons  of  health  or  safety  or 
because  of  excessive  maintenance  cost."  A  tenant  may  object  on  the  basis 
"that  the  work  performed  was  not  performed,  that  the  work  performed  was  nec¬ 
essitated  by  the  current  landlord's  deferred  maintenance  resulting  in  a  code 
violation,  that  the  costs  claimed  are  not  true  or  reasonable  costs,  or  some 
other  reasons."  If  tenants  document  their  objections,  this  provision  may 
become  an  invaluable  aid  against  large  passthroughs. 

There  has  been  one  more  important  change  regarding  capital  improvements 
that  went  into  effect  on  October  1.  The  landlord-biased  Real  Estate  Depart¬ 
ment  will  no  longer  be  responsible  for  certifying  capital  improvements  and 
rehabilitation  work,  as  it  has  done  since  1979.  Once  again,  pressure  from 
tenant  groups  forced  the  issue  after  it  was  shown  that  tenants  had  no  rights 
to  appeal  the  rubber-stamped  passthroughs  certified  by  the  Department.  From 
now  on,  the  Rent  Board  will  have  the  responsibility  to  review  proposed  pass¬ 
throughs  at  a  full  hearing.  We  will  have  to  watch  and  see  what  happens. 


AND  NOW  INTRODUCING... 

The  Tenants  Union  recently  hired  a  new  Office  Manager,  that 
one  paid  staff  person  who  is  required  to  maintain  the  day- 
to-day  workings  of  our  organization.  Her  name  is  Ruth 
Iopez,  a  North  Mission  resident-activist  who  is  also  the 
current  president  of  the  North  Mission  Association,  a 
dynamic  neighborhood  group  dedicated  to  fighting  displace¬ 
ment  policies  upsetting  this  community  and  deciding  local 
issues  democratically.  She  brings  to  the  TU  new  energy  and 
ideas,  much  needed  in  our  volunteer  group.  One  of  her 
principal  duties  will  be  to  help  broaden  our  outreach 
efforts  in  the  Mission  and  to  lure  and  make  captive  volun¬ 
teers  willing  to  do  their  bit  for  the  TU's  efforts.  Turn 
the  next  page  for  Ruth's  first  pitch! 


VOLUNTEER 

WEEKEND!! 


Your  T.U.  needs  your  HELP 


Saturday  October  22  or  Sunday  October  23 
11:00  AM  to  5:00  PM 


There  is  lots  of  work  to  do  — 

1)  Phoning  to  inform  people  about  the  Vacancy  Gontrol  Hearings 

2)  T.U.  Research  Projects  -  Gompiling  information  on  SF's  landlords 

3)  Office  work 

If  you  can  give  a  day  or  a  few  hours,  please  contact  Ruth  Lopez 
at  285-2220  mornings  between  8:00  and  10:00. 

THE  WORK  YOU  DO  WILL  MAKE  A  DIFFERENCE. 
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